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STATE OF TENNESSEE

COMPTROLLER OF THE TREASURY

State Capitol
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0260
(615) 741-2501
John G. Morgan
Comptroller

October 30, 2001

The Honorable Don Sundquist, Governor
and

Members of the Genera Assembly

State Capitol

Nashville, Tennessee 37243
and

The Honorable E. Riley Anderson

Chief Justice of the Supreme Court

Supreme Court Building

Nashville, Tennessee 37243

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Trangmitted herewith is the financid and compliance audit of the Court System for the years
ended June 30, 2000, and June 30, 1999.

The review of management’s controls and compliance with policies, procedures, laws, and
regulations resulted in certain findings which are detalled in the Objectives, Methodologies, and
Conclusions section of this report.

Sincerdly,

by

John G. Morgan
Comptroller of the Treasury

JGM/mb
01/057



STATE OF TENNESSEE

COMPTROLLER OF THE TREASURY
DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT
DIVISION OF STATE AUDIT

SUITE 1500
JAMES K. POLK STATE OFFICE BUILDING
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243-0264
PHONE (615) 741-3697
FAX (615) 532-2765

March 26, 2001

The Honorable John G. Morgan
Comptroller of the Treasury
State Capitol

Nashville, Tennessee 37243

Dear Mr. Morgan:

We have conducted a financia and compliance audit of selected programs and activities of the
Court System for the years ended June 30, 2000, and June 30, 1999.

We conducted our audit in accordance with government auditing standards generally accepted in
the United States of America. These standards require that we obtain an understanding of management
controls relevant to the audit and that we design the audit to provide reasonable assurance of the Court
System’s compliance with the provisions of policies, procedures, laws, and regulations significant to the
audit. Management of the Court System is responsible for establishing and maintaining internal control and
for complying with applicable laws and regulations.

Our audit disclosed certain findings which are detailed in the Objectives, Methodologies, and
Conclusions section of this report. The department’s administration has responded to the audit findings;
we have included the responses following each finding. We will follow up the audit to examine the
application of the procedures ingtituted because of the audit findings.

We have reported other less significant matters involving the department’ s internal controls and/or
instances of noncompliance to the Court System’s management in a separate |etter.

Sincerely,

Arthur A. Hayes, Jr., CPA
Director

AAH/mb



State of Tennessee

Audit Highlights

Comptroller of the Treasury

Divison of State Audit

Financial and Compliance Audit
Court System
For the Y ears Ended June 30, 2000, and June 30, 1999

AUDIT SCOPE

We have audited the Court System for the period July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2000. Our
audit scope included a review of management’s controls and compliance with policies, procedures,
laws, and regulations in the areas of gppellate court clerk revenue, indigent defense payments, court
reporter payments, and disbursements. The audit was conducted in accordance with government
auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America

AUDIT FINDINGS

The Appellate Court Clerk’sBilling and
Cash-Receipting ControlsAre

I nadequate**

The Appdlate Court Clerk’'s controls over
billing and cash+receipting are inadequeate at dl
three Appdlate Court Clerk offices. The new
billing department does not collect ddinquent
litigation taxes on a percentage bass as
required by Tennessee Code Annotated.
Also, cashrecepting wesknesses, including
falure to write cash receipts in the Eastern
Divison and falure to make timely deposts in
al three divisons, were noted (page 7).

The Indigent Defense Daily Report

System Still May Not Accurately Detect
Overbilling

A lack of controls within the Dally Report
Sysem contributes to an environment where
fraud or accounting errors could again occur

(page 11).

The Adminigtrative Office of the Courts
Violated State Contracting Procedur es*
The Adminigrative Office of the Courts sgned
contracts with  private court reporters.
However, the contracts were sgned for the
date only by the adminigrative director.



By law, dl such contracts should be submitted
to the Comptroller of the Treasury for gpprova

(page 15).

Management of the Administrative Office
of the Courts Has Not Implemented an
Effective Internal Control System

The intend control sysem for the
Adminigrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is
inadequate in three key areas. The AOC does
not have written accounting policies and
procedures, a disaster recovery plan; or a
forma, written conflict of interest policy. Asa
result of the weak interna controls, transactions

were not always coded properly (page 18).

*  Thisfinding is repeated from the prior audit.
** Thisfinding is repeated from prior audits.

| SSUE FOR LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATION

County Funding of Certain State Judges Offices and the Provision of Salary Supplementsto
Certain Employees

Currently, county governments provide varying levels of support to Sate judges, some counties make no
provison for the operation of the judges offices while others provide office space, office supplies,
utilities, and reimbursement of certain travel expenses. In addition, some county governments provide
sdary supplements to individuas employed in certain judges offices. These sdary supplements are
paid through the county’ s payroll system, and these employees receive varying levels of county benefits;
some employees have been alowed to participate in county insurance and retirement plans, while others
have not.

The presence of both state and county funding sources increases the risk that the same expense item
could be submitted for reimbursement to more than one funding source, whether intentionaly or as a
result of errors. The officids respongble for gpproving payments at the state and county levels do not
have a mechanism to determine what expenses have dso been paid by another funding source. The
Generd Assambly should condder requiring any county funding of the state judges offices, except for
office gpace provided in county-owned facilities, to be remitted to the state and then paid through the
state system (page 20).

A gmilar Stuation involving a didrict attorney generd’s office and county-funded credit cards previoudy
resulted in abuse of public funds.

“Audit Highlights” is a summary of the audit report. To obtain the complete audit report, which contains all findings,
recommendations, and management comments, please contact

Comptroller of the Treasury, Division of State Audit
1500 James K. Polk Building, Nashville, TN 37243-0264
(615) 401-7897

Financial/compliance audits of state departments and agencies are available on-line at
www.comptroller.state.tn.us/sa/reports/index.html.
For more information about the Comptroller of the Treasury, please visit our Web site at
www.comptroller.state.tn.us.
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Court System
For theYears Ended June 30, 2000, and June 30, 1999

INTRODUCTION

POST-AUDIT AUTHORITY

This is the report on the financid and compliance audit of the Court System. The audit was
conducted pursuant to Section 4-3-304, Tennessee Code Annotated, which authorizes the Department
of Audit to “perform currently a post-audit of al accounts and other financia records of the date
government, and of any department, indtitution, office, or agency thereof in accordance with generdly
accepted auditing standards and in accordance with such procedures as may be established by the
comptroller.”

Section 8-4-109, Tennessee Code Annotated, authorizes the Comptroller of the Treasury to
audit any books and records of any governmental entity that handles public funds when the Comptroller
congders an audit to be necessary or appropriate.

BACKGROUND

Fourteen divisons are currently included within the Court Sysem. The Adminigrative Office of
the Courts (AOC) administers 13 of these divisons, and the state Board of Law Examiners administers
its own expenditures.

Administrative Office of the Courts

The AOC works under the supervision and direction of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of Tennessee, assgts the Chief Judtice in the adminigtration of the judicia branch of government, serves
as secretary to the Judicial Council, and attends to other duties assigned by the Supreme Court or Chief
Justice.

The AOC has the additiond duty of adminigtering the accounts of the judicid branch of
government by preparing, gpproving, and submitting budget estimates of appropriations necessary for
the maintenance and operation of the state judicid system. The adminidrative director dso draws and
approves dl requidtions for payment of judicia expenditures and submits vouchers to the Department of
Finance and Adminigtration. Additionaly, the adminidrative director has the authority, within budgetary
limits, to provide minimum law librariesto trid court judges.

In the performance of these duties, the adminigtrative director of the AOC adminigers the
following judicia appropriation codes:
a. Appdlateand Tria Courts

Sdaries and benefits are provided for al appelate court judges, circuit court judges, crimina
court judges, chancdlors, law and equity judges, and specia judges appointed by the Chief




Justice as well as for the secretaries of these judges. The sdaries and benefits for law clerks
and certiorari attorneys employed by the appellate judges, the travel and office expenses for
authorized judges, and the cost of law libraries for al appellate and trid judges are paid from
this code.

. Supreme Court Buildings

Funds for the operaion, mantenance, and security of the Supreme Court Buildings in
Nashville, Knoxville, and Jackson are disbursed through this code.

Child Support Referess

Funds are provided for hearings in child support cases to promote the timely fulfillment of
parents obligations to support their children.

. Guardian ad Litem

This code provides payments to attorneys providing lega representation for children
involved in dependency, neglect, or abuse cases.

Indigent Defendants Counsdl

This code provides payments to atorneys appointed to represent juveniles and adults who
cannot afford attorneys in felony proceedings. The code aso pays legd cods, including
atorneys fees, incurred by indigent patients during menta health hearings.

Civil Legd Representation

This code provides payments to agencies to represent defendants in civil matters. On May
18, 1995, the Tennessee Genera Assembly enacted Public Chapter 550, which amended
Sections 16-3-803 and 67-4-1602, Tennessee Code Annotated, and thereby levied certain
taxes on civil litigation and established a Civil Lega Representation of Indigents Fund for the
purpose of providing legd representation of poor persons in civil matters. Pursuant to Rule
11, Rules of the Supreme Court, funds are distributed to eight Tennessee legd aid societies.

. Verbatim Transcripts

This code provides salaries, benefits, travel costs, and miscellaneous expenses incurred by
court reporters who provide trid transcripts for personsindicted for felonies,

. Tennessee State Law Libraries

Law libraries are maintained in Nashville, Knoxville, and Jackson. Salaries and benefits for
the law librarians and their assstants and funds to purchase the necessary books and
materids to maintain the libraries are disbursed from this code.



Judicid Conference

This code provides for travel and miscellaneous expenses incurred in connection with the
annua Judicid Conference mandated by statute and the two judicid seminars for continuing
legal education scheduled each yesr.

Judicid Committees

This code provides for the travel expenses of the three members of the Committee on
Uniform Laws and the tat€' s annua dues to the Nationad Conference of Commis-sSoners on
Uniform Laws. Travel expenses for members of the Judicid Selection Committee are dso
provided.

State Court Clerk Conference

This code provides for the travel and supplies expenses incurred in connection with the
State Court Clerk Conference mandated by satute. At least one annual educationa
conference is required to be held. The membership of the conference includes al circuit
court clerks, clerks and masters, elected probate clerks, crimind court clerks, juvenile court
clerks, and dected genera sessions court clerks in the state. Deputies of these clerks are
associate members of the conference,

. Adminigrative Office of the Courts

The sdaries and operaing expenses of the Adminidrative Office of the Courts are
disbursed through this code.  The Adminidrative Director is the adminidtrative officer
responsible for the day-to-day operations and the administrative details of the courts.

Appdlate Court Clerks

The offices of the clerks are in Nashville, Knoxville, and Jackson. Each office conssts of
the deputy clerk and assstants. The sdaries of the deputy clerks and assstants are paid
from fees collected by the clerk, as prescribed by Section 8-22-302, Tennessee Code
Annotated. Sdaries of certain office personnel and generd operating expenses are pad
from funds appropriated to the clerks.

State Board of L aw Examiners

The State Board of Law Examiners is not administered by the Adminidrative Office of the
Courts, it is respongble for administering its own expenditures. The State Board of Law Examiners
conssts of three members of the state bar who are appointed by the Supreme Court and serve
staggered terms of three years. In addition, the board employs an executive secretary and necessary
assgtants as required by Rule 37 of the Supreme Court. The executive secretary performs various
adminigrative duties, keeps account of al fees paid to the board, records dl examinations, and
otherwise assgts the board in the performance of its officid duties. Board assstants are attorneys who
are selected to help grade examination papers.

An organization chart of the department is on the following page.
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AUDIT SCOPE

We have audited the Court System for the period July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2000. Our
audit scope included a review of management’s controls and compliance with policies, procedures,
laws, and regulations in the areas of gppellate court clerk revenue, indigent defense payments, court
reporter payments, and disbursements. The audit was conducted in accordance with government
auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America

PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS

Section 8-4-109, Tennessee Code Annotated, requires that each state department, agency, or
indtitution report to the Comptroller of the Treasury the action taken to implement the recommendations
in the prior audit report. The Court System filed its report with the Department of Audit on March 30,
2000. A follow-up of dl prior audit findings was conducted as part of the current audit.

RESOLVED AUDIT FINDING

The current audit disclosed that the Court System has corrected the previous audit finding
concerning insufficient guidance to judges who received federa drug court grants.

REPEATED AUDIT FINDINGS

The prior audit report dso contained findings concerning gppellate court clerks' billing and cash-
receipting and violations of state contracting procedures for the Tennessee Court Information System.
The finding concerning the appellate court clerks billing and cash-receipting has not been resolved and
is repested in the applicable section of this report. We determined that violations noted in the finding
concerning the Tennessee Court Information System had been resolved, but we determined that the
Court Sytem violated state contracting procedures for contracts with private court reporters as noted in
the Court Reporter payments section.



OBJECTIVES, METHODOLOGIES, AND CONCLUSIONS

APPELLATE COURT CLERK REVENUE

Our objectives in reviewing the operations of the state' s three divisiond offices of the Appdllate
Court Clerk were to gain an understanding of the three offices operations, to follow up on a past
finding, and to determine whether

physica controls over cash are adequate;
procedures and controls over cash-receipting are adequate and being followed;
revenue or fees have been billed or charged and recorded at the correct amount;

revenue items deposited in the three offices were deposited timely, were properly coded in
the stat€'s accounting system, were mathematicaly accurate, and agreed with supporting
documentation; and

the Court System reconciled accounting records to reports issued by the Department of
Finance and Adminigration.

We interviewed key personnd at the three deputy appellate court clerks offices to gain an
understanding of the billing system used and the controls over billing and cash-receipting. We reviewed
a sample of receipts to determine if amounts deposited agreed with the amounts billed and if receipts
were deposited timely and were coded properly in the state€’'s accounting sysem. We reviewed a
sample of revenue items to determine if the items were properly receipted, traced to deposit dips, ad
deposited timely. We reviewed billing records to determine if procedures for collecting delinquent court
cost receivables and litigation taxes were adequate. Also, we reviewed supporting documentation to
determine if the Court System was performing reconciliations to reports issued by the Department of
Finance and Adminigration.

Based on our interviews, review of supporting documentation, and testwork, we found that the
physica controls over cash are adequate and that accounting records were reconciled to reports issued
by the Department of Finance and Adminigration. Also, we determined that the offices do not have
adequate controls over hilling, collection, and cash-receipting and are not following established policies.
In addition to the finding, other minor wesknesses came to our attention which have been reported to
management in a separate letter.



1. TheAppédlate Court Clerk’sbilling and cash-r eceipting controls ar einadequate

Finding

As noted during the prior audit, the Appellate Court Clerk’s controls over billing and cash+
recepting are inadequate at dl three of the Appdlae Court Clek’s offices.  Although the
Adminigrative Office of the Courts (AOC) has promulgated cash-receipting policies for the three
divisona offices, these policies are not being followed.

The offices recalve the mgority of their revenue from billings of court costs associated with the
Supreme Court, Court of Criminad Appedls, and Court of Appedls. Additiona revenue is dso earned
by providing copies of opinions to individuas or publishing companies and by issuing atorneys
certificates of good standing and enrollment.

In response to the finding in the prior audit report, management stated:

This audit covered the period ending June 30, 1998. The operations of the Clerk’s
office did improve for this audit period, but have shown more improvement over the last
12 months following the audit period. A new automated system will be in place by
year-end and will remedy mogt of the inadequacies noted in this audit. More extensve
daly review will be implemented to ensure that proper receipting policies and
procedures are followed.

Management did implement a new automated billing system during the current audit period and
corrected two of the issues noted in the prior finding. However, more extensive daly reviews were not
performed by management, and the following weaknesses were noted during the current audit.

a. As noted in the prior audit, the three deputy appellate court clerks offices are
responsible for collecting their own delinquent court costs that existed prior to the May
1997 creation of the new billing section. However, the Eastern Divison has not
adequately pursued these delinquent court codsts.

b. Section 67-1-804, Tennessee Code Annotated, provides for a pendty of 5% of the
unpaid litigation tax for each 30 days or fraction thereof to a maximum of 25% for each
ddinguency, or aminimum penaty of $15. Asnoted in the prior audit, the deputy court
clerks offices in the Eastern and Western divisions were not assessing and collecting the
required pendties and interest on overdue litigation taxes incurred prior to May 1997 if
partid payments were being received. The new billing section adds and collects the $15
pendty on unpaid litigation tax cases arigng Snce May 1997 but till does not collect the
penaty on a percentage bass. Management implemented a new billing system that could
have been designed to collect the pendties on a percentage basis, but the new system
was hot designed to do so.

c. Asnoted in the prior audit, cash receipts are not written immediately for cash received
through the mail or over the counter for the payment of court codts in the Eastern



Divison. As sated above, management responded to the prior audit finding, stating that
more extengve daily reviews would be implemented to ensure that proper receipting
policies and procedures are followed. However, these reviews were not performed, and
the same problems are continuing. An examination of depost dips from the period July
1, 1998, through June 30, 2000, showed that 9 of 120 depost dips tested (7.5%)
contained 154 cash items and 20 (13%) of these cash items were not recorded in the
cash receipts book. Also, the AOC has not monitored the court clerk’s offices as Sated
in its response to the prior audit finding.

d. Asnoted in the prior audit, dl three divisons did not depost their recaipts in a timely
manner. Twenty-one of 60 cash receipts tested (35%) were not deposted timely in
accordance with Finance and Adminigiration Policy 25, “Deposit Practices” Ten of 20
receipts tested (50%) in the Middle Divison were deposited three to six days late. Six
of 20 receipts tested (30%) in the Eastern Divison were deposited three to nine days
late, and 5 of 20 receipts tested (25%) in the Western Division were deposited four to
sx days late. Also, 6 of 60 depost dips reviewed (10%) contained additional cash
receipts that were not deposited timely in accordance with Finance and Adminigtration
Policy 25. Per Section 9-4-301, Tennessee Code Annotated,

It is the duty of every department, indtitution, office and agency of the
date and every officer and employee of state government, including the
date treasurer, collecting or recelving date funds, to depost them
immediately into the treasury or to the account of the State tressurer in a
bank desgnated as a date depository or to the appropriate
departmenta account if authorized by Section 9-4-302.

Finance and Adminigration Policy 25 promulgates the compliance standards for
“immediately” used in Section 9-4-301, Tennessee Code Annotated.

Recommendation

Management of the Adminidrative Office of the Courts should implement reviews to ensure its
policies and procedures are followed in dl three divisons. The deputy appellate court clerk in each
divison should ensure that cash items are immediately recorded in the accounting records, receipts are
promptly and properly accounted for, dl state funds are deposited timely in accordance with state law,
and dl receivables are promptly collected usng any necessary enforcement. Allowable pendties and
interest for al deinquent litigation taxes should be collected in accordance with state law.

M anagement’s Comment

a. Thederk concursin part with this finding. The mgority of the accounts reviewed by the auditor in
the Knoxville office were accounts where dl collection efforts had been exhausted and were dead



accounts subject to be written off. Of the gpproximately forty accounts reviewed, gpproximately fifteen
were subject to additiona collection efforts and these accounts have been worked. There was,
goparently, a lack of communication between the field auditor’s question with regard to the accounts
and the chief deputy clerk’ s response with regard to the status of the subject accounts.

b. The derk does not concur in thisfinding. In response, T.C.A. 867-1-804 (a)(1) states “when any
person fallsto timely make any return or report or fails to timely pay any taxes shown to be due on the
return or report, there shal be imposed againg that person a pendty in the amount of five percent (5%)
of the unpaid tax amount for each thirty (30) days or fraction thereof that the tax remains unpad
subsequent to the ddinquency date, up to a maximum of twenty-five percent (25%) of the unpad
amount.” (emphasis added)

Litigation taxes are not due on a “return” or “report” as set forth in this datute. It is serioudy
questionable whether this section is gpplicable to the collection of litigation taxes. Litigation taxes are
covered under T.C.A, 867-4-601 through 867-4-606. No implementation for the collection of
pendties on litigation taxes is provided in these code sections. The cost depatment is currently
asessing a $15.00 pendty when the tax is not paid within 45 days from the issuance of the cost hill
which is the only pendty that has been collected from time in memory. The office has never atempted
to collect the percentage pendty asset out in T.C.A. 867-1-804 (8)(1). The clerk will seek an opinion
from the Attorney General on whether T.C.A. 867-1-804 gpplies to the collection of litigation taxes.
The current system (JTS) can accommodate the percentage pendties should the Attorney Generd
opine such is appropriate.

c. Thederk concurswith thisfinding. However, in November of 1999 our office inddled a new case
management system for the appellate court clerks offices. Recepts are automaticaly generated upon
receipt of funds following entry into the sysem. The Knoxville office has been made aware of these
irregularities, and checks are in place to see that proper policy isfollowed.

d. The derk concurs with this finding. All offices have been ingructed to grictly follow the deposit
policy in accordance with Finance and Adminigtration Policy 25. Since the lagt audit, Finance and
Adminigraion has increased the amount of funds that can be held over for depost. Many of the
receipts tested for this audit period would be in compliance under the new guidelines.

Currently, the clerk of the appellate courts has sole responsbility for the billing and collection of court
costs. For aperiod of time during the audit period, the AOC supervised this responsibility. In the fal of
2000, the gtaff was physcdly and adminigratively transferred back to the clerk’s office.  Even though
the AOC is available for consultation and support as needed by the clerk of the gppellate courts, the
AOC has no gtatutory authority to monitor or review the daily billing and collection process of the
appellate courts.

Auditor’s Comment

a Management indicated during fildwork that they had not pursued collection of the ddinquent
court codts prior to 1997. Based on the management comment, it appears that they have now



gone through the paperwork and identified which accounts should be pursued and which
accounts should be written off. Management stated that 15 of 40 accounts (37.5%) were
subject to additiond collection efforts. During the audit period, the Eastern Division could not
demondtrate that they had adequately pursued those accounts.

b. Until the Attorney Generd opines on the matter, the auditor’s postion on the applicability of
T.C.A. 867-1-804 differs from the pogition of the Court System management. Although T.C.A.
867-4-601-606 contains no provisons for collection of delinquent litigation taxes, 867-4-
602(d) requires every person, for whom the clerks are required to collect a litigation tax, to be
liablefor the tax imposed. T.C.A 867-1-801(a) provides that when any person who isliable to
pay any tax collected or administered by the Department of Revenue, and fails to do so, interest
shall be added to the amount of the tax due, in addition to any pendty provided by law. Section
67-4-605(a) requires the clerks of court to collect and pay over any litigation taxes to the
Department of Revenue. Therefore, the pendty and interest provisons of 867-1-801 would
goply to late payments of litigation taxes due to the Department of Revenue's adminidtrative
role. Although the individua responsible for payment of the litigation tax does not complete a
“return” or “report,” the clerk does file a return or report with the Department of Revenue
gtating the litigation taxes collected or to be collected. See T.C.A. 867-4-603(d). Therefore, if
the litigant fails to pay timely the taxes shown to be due on the return or report, the litigant is
responsible for the penaty imposed under T.C.A. 867-1-804(a)(1).

INDIGENT DEFENSE PAYMENTS
Our objectivesin reviewing and testing indigent defense payments were to determine whether

the procedures used to process hillings from attorneys for Indigent Defense work are
adequate to prevent or detect irregular billings,

billings for Indigent Defense legdl work are reasonable and are not duplicate submissons,

the Indigent Defense Daly Report System rdiably accumulates and cdculates hilling
information from atorneys,

the Adminigtrative Office of the Courts (AOC) followed proper procedures for clams listed
on the over-clam report, which is used by the AOC to detect irregular, duplicate, or
excessve hillings, and

claims were properly approved.

We interviewed key personnd to gain an understanding of the AOC's controls over the
payment of indigents defense attorneys. We reviewed a sample of clams from the over-claim database
and a sample from the remaining baance of dams, to determine if the AOC pad these dams in
compliance with its policies and procedures. We obtained files from the Indigent Defense Daily Report
System and performed computer-assisted audit techniques to search for unreasonable entries in key

10



daafidds. We reviewed billings for sdlected indigents defense atorneys and performed a computer-
assigted andysis of these hillings to determine if the tota hours billed each day appeared reasonable.
We dso reviewed payments for the ten highest-paid attorneys in 1999 and 2000 and for 15 attorneys
who had significant changesin the amounts paid from 1999 to 2000.

Based on our interviews, review of supporting documentation, and testwork, we determined
that the AOC was in compliance with policies and procedures for clams tested and that clams tested
were properly approved, appeared reasonable, and did not appear to be duplicate submissions. No
irregularities were noted in our review of the payments to the ten highest-paid attorneys and the 15
attorneys with the most significant changes in amounts paid. However, we determined that the system
used to accumulate billing information has severd wesknesses.

2. Thelndigent Defense Daily Report System still may not accur ately detect over billing

Finding

The Adminigrative Office of the Courts Indigent Defense Daly Report System does not
appear to reliably record, accumulate, and cdculate hilling information from attorneys. Management
controls were insufficient to verify that the data entered into the system was accurate or complete. In
addition, correcting entries were not subject to the same processing as initid entries, so that correcting
entries did not result in accurate recaculation of tota billing hours.

The Indigent Defense Daily Report System was implemented in January 1998 to detect and
report instances where attorneys overbilled the state for indigent defense cases. It is an automated
component of the overal Indigent Defense payment process and operates in conjunction with additiona
manua and automated procedures. The daily reporting component of the payment process is
specifically designed to record and caculate atorneys hours billed per day to ensure that billings for
more than 8 hours in court, 12 hours out of court, or any excess of 12 hours daily are reported,
subjected to further review, and corrected if necessary.

The auditors performed andyss of data obtained from the Indigent Defense Daily Report
System since its inception January 7, 1998, through March 10, 2001. The andys's was designed to
verify the rdiability of key data fields essentid to accurate processing and reporting by the system.
Because of the following wesknesses, it gppears unlikely that the system was capable of reliably
reporting potentia ingtances of overbilling.

Auditors identified the following wesknesses in the system’ s data
181 ingtances were identified where an attorney billed for time on a future service date (for

example, one claim was entered on January 20, 1998, but billed for service on October 13,
1998, even though service dates should precede entry dates);

61 instances were identified where the service date was questionable (e.g., in 1907);
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58 atorney names were identified with two or more Socia Security Numbers (SSNS);
25 individua SSNs were recorded to identify more than one atorney;
45 ingtances were identified where the SSN was not vadid; and

34 ingances were identified where the sum of the in-court hours and the out-of-court hours
did not equal the tota hours.

Based on the exceptions noted in the testing above, it gppears that the system did not accurately
record information in the key fields of SSN, DATE, INHRS, OUTHRS, and TOTAL. To detect hilling
errors reliably, the sysem must accurately record these key fidds.  In addition, it must accumulate
subsequent INHRS and OUTHRS when new hillings are entered. Findly, it must accuratdly cadculate
the TOTAL (hours). Hours per atorney per day are associated with the attorney’s SSN.
Consequently, multiple SSNs for the same attorney would result in inaccurate recording of al hours
associated with that attorney’s cases. Without accurate recording, accumulation, and calculation of the
key fields noted above, it is impossble to determine that appropriate attorneys were included on the
Dally Report, which could result in inaccurate billing.

According to AOC gaff, the mgority of the weaknesses were the result of data entry errors.
AOC daff stated that the system was not designed to detect or edit data entry errors such as SSN
discrepancies or erroneous dates. In addition, AOC staff reported that the system only caculated the
TOTAL (hour) field when the data was first entered; corrections did not result in recdculation of the
TOTAL fidd.

Auditor examination of the AOC verification of sdected indigent defense payments during the
audit did not reved any ingtances of fraudulent or erroneous payments during the audit period. Manud
and automated procedures other than those found within the Daily Report System appeared effective.
However, the lack of controls within the Daily Report System over key data fields contributes to an
environment where fraud or accounting errors could again occur.

Recommendation

Management controls over the system should be improved. Data entry procedures should be
modified to ensure accurate recording of submitted clam information. Management should monitor data
to ensure that key fields are being accumulated properly. In addition, the system’s program logic should
be examined and remedied to ensure that correcting entries are subject to accurate mathematical
cdculations.

M anagement’s Comment

We concur in part. In 1998 the AOC, upon recommendation by the GComptroller’s Office,
developed a stand-aone program to detect and report instances where attorneys over hill the Sate for
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indigent defense cases. That program was intended as an additiona method of checks and balances,
but does not actudly feed data to our payment system, which is the actud system we use to determine
payments. It acts as one additiond step to help insure that atorneys are not billing for more time than
they should. Many of the defects cited are currently detected by other processes involved in entry of
payment into the STARS system or by the manual processes that are in place. When coupled with our
mainframe program that processes warrants for the attorneys, this off line syssem works very well. As
the finding notes, the audit did not detect any actua overpayments using the combined systems.

We redlize the program was never meant to be a cure dl, but merdy a link to a permanent
software package that would integrate this system with our mainframe payment sysem. Development
of an integrated system has been delayed by lack of adequate funding.

Our Information System Plan for FY 2001-2002 includes a project to replace the daily
reporting system and will aso integrate our mainframe payment process into one package. Also, the
new system will include an imaging component. Phase | of the project should commence in the fal of
2001. The AOC isundertaking this project with no additiona funding.

The AOC takes very serioudy the respongbility of accurate and timely payments to parties that
represent indigent defendants. We have continuoudy improved/upgraded our system in this area and
will continue to do so.

Auditor’s Comment

As noted in the finding, there are two generd areas of weakness in the Dally Reporting System:
controls over dates and controls over Socia Security Numbers. Because the system does not require
that service dates be recorded accurately, an atorney may record hours on any date, regardless of its
reasonableness to the case. For example, one attorney charged time in December 1999, athough the
case was completed in June 1999. The system was initiated to address the payment system’s inability
to accumulate hours spent by day. Because inaccurate recording of dates weakens the daily reporting
system’s ability to detect ingances of overbilling, the overdl payment process remains susceptible to
questionable payments.

Socia Security Numbers are entered separately into two independent systems during the
processing of a clam. Firgt the number is entered into the Daily Reporting System; then it is keyed
again into the payment system. If the Socid Security Number does not match an gpproved liging in the
payment system, the system rgjects the entry, and the claim is not paid until the entry is corrected in the
IMS system. However, because the two systems do not exchange data with each other, errors
detected by the payment system are not always corrected in the Daily Reporting System, and SSN's that
are miskeyed in the Daily Reporting System, then keyed correctly in the payment system, may never be
detected. Asareault, the Dally Reporting System could report excess hours for attorneys who did not
submit those hours, or fail to report excess hours if the hours were charged to an incorrect Socid
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Security Number.  Either of these conditions limits the Dally Reporting System’s effectiveness in
detecting overhillings.

We recognize that the Adminigtrative Office of the courts has plans to inditute a Sngle system
that will incorporate the functions of the two separate systlems. We would expect that the weaknesses
noted in thisfinding will be addressed in the development of the new system.

COURT REPORTER PAYMENTS

The Adminigrative Office of the Courts pays officid court reporters to record court
proceedings and to prepare verbatim transcripts of crimina cases pursuant to court order. If such a
gtate employee is not available, private court reporters may be hired to record court proceedings and
prepare verbatim transcripts. A verbatim transcript is the officia court record or transcript of a court
proceeding. Judges typicaly order a verbatim transcript to be prepared when an appedl is filed. The
Adminigrative Office of the Courts bears the cost of the verbatim transcript if the appellant is declared
indigent by the court, pursuant to Section 40-14-312, Tennessee Code Annotated.

Our objectives in reviewing payment procedures for court reporters and verbatim transcripts
were to determine whether

the interna control system used to process verbatim transcripts for payment is adegquate and
in place;

payments for verbatim transcripts and per diem charges were accurate and paid in
accordance with established rates;

total paymentsto State court reporters appear reasonable; and

private court reporters have a contract that was approved by the Comptroller of the
Treasury.

We reviewed the gpplicable laws and regulations, interviewed key personnd, and reviewed
supporting documentation to gain an understanding of the interna control system for verbatim transcript
payments. We reviewed a sample of payments to state court reporters for verbatim transcripts, to
determine if the payments were mathematicaly accurate, authorized and approved by dl the required
parties, and paid in accordance with established rates. We reviewed a sample of verbatim and per
diem payments to private court reporters to determine if they were properly approved, mathematicaly
accurate, and paid in accordance with established rates. We andyzed tota payments to state court
reporters or private court reporters to determine reasonableness based on a typica yearly workload.
Also, we determined if existing private court reporters have a contract that was approved by the
Comptroller of the Treasury.
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Based on our interviews, review of supporting documentation, and testwork, we determined
that the AOC has adequate controls over the payments for verbatim transcripts. Per diem and verbatim
payments to both state court reporters and private court reporters tested were accurate, authorized and
approved by dl the necessary parties, and paid in accordance with established rates. We determined
tota payments to state court reporters and private court reporters appeared reasonable.  Also, we
noted that the AOC failed to get the Comptroller of the Treasury’s approval for contracts with private
court reporters, as noted in the finding. In addition to the finding, one other minor weskness was
reported to management in a separate | etter.

3. The Administrative Office of the Courtsviolated state contr acting procedur es

Finding

The Adminigrative Office of the Courts (AOC) did not follow prescribed state procedures in
contracting for services with private court reporters. The AOC did not have 96 of 103 private court
reporter contracts (93%) approved by the Comptroller of the Treasury as required by the annua
aopropriations bill.

The AOC violated contracting procedures by failing to have these contracts approved by the
Comptroller of the Treasury. Section 10, Item 2, of the annua appropriation bill Sates,

Any persond services, professond services or consultant services contracts concerning
management sarvice of dl types management dudies, planning services, public
relations, evauations, systems designs, data processing, auditing or accounting services
entered into by an executive department or agency of state government shdl be
executed by the head of such department or agency and shal be subject to approva by
the Commissioner of Finance and Adminigtration and the Comptroller of the Treasury.
No funds appropriated under this act to a department or agency shall be used for such
contracts unless such approvd is received or is otherwise authorized by the approving
officids. Any such contract entered into by agencies of the legidative or judicid
branches shal be subject to the approva of the Comptroller of the Treasury.

Additiondly, Tennessee Code Annotated, 16-3-803(e), states,

All functions performed by the adminidrative director of the courts which involve
expenditures of dtate funds shal be subject to the same auditing procedures by the
commissioner of finance and adminidration and the comptroller of the treasury as
required in connection with the expenditure of dl other sate funds.

The adminigrative director of the AOC acted without authority in Sgning contracts without

obtaining approva specified by state law. In addition, the AOC made 22 payments to 16 private court
reporters without a contract in place at the date of service.
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Based on discussons with management, the AOC submitted some of the contracts with private
court reporters to the Comptroller of the Treasury for approva. The Comptroller of the Treasury’s
review of the contracts noted problems with the basic language of the contracts. However, the AOC
has not corrected this language in any of its current contracts and has not submitted any other contracts
to the Comptroller for gpprovad. Therefore, the AOC is gill making payments againgt contracts that
have not been approved by the Comptroller of the Treasury. While the AOC did make an initid effort
to have contracts properly approved, it appears that rather than correct problems in its contracts with
the private court reporters, the AOC quit sending contracts to the Comptroller for gpproval.

Recommendation

The AOC should resolve the problems noted with the basic language in its court reporter
contracts and obtain approval for al court reporter contracts from the Comptroller of the Treasury as
required by state law. In addition, the AOC should negotiate contracts with al private court reporters
before obtaining their services or making payments for such services.

M anagement’s Comment

We do not concur that procedures regarding per diem court reporter contracts have been
violated, but are pleased that we have reached agreement with the Comptroller of the Treasury on a
delegated purchase authority for future per diem court reporter contracts. The need for written
contracts with per diem court reporters was initidly identified in March 1998, when the Comptroller
released its audit report for the years ended June 30, 1995, and June 30, 1996. Since that time the
AOC has attempted to secure Comptroller gpproval for contract forms, and to secure written contracts
for dl per diem court reporters employed in the court sysem. While some contracts have routindy
been approved by the Comptroller, a number of others dmost identical in form were not gpproved.
The primary reason for the rgection has centered around the opinion of the Comptroller’s Office that
every contract should contain a hadf-day per diem rate as wel as a whole day rate. Even when the
AOC advised that this was not feasible in our business environment, contracts were not accepted. This
disagreement has continued throughout the course of three audit periods, up to and including July 2001.

The Comptroller cites Section 10, Item 2 of the Annua Appropriations Bill to support its
position that the details of pay rates in AOC contracts with private court reporters are “subject to the
approva of the Comptroller of the Treasury.”

T.C.A. 840-14-304 states in part that “reporters shal be paid on a per-diem basis under scales
to be fixed by the adminigtrative director.” This statute gives the director of the AOC specific discretion
to set per diem rates for court reporters. Furthermore, T.C.A. 840-14-315 authorizes the director of
the AOC to “enter into such [transcription] contracts for and on behdf of the State of Tennessee on
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such terms and conditions as the adminidrative director deems appropriate. . . .” These duties have
remained unchanged since 1965. We believe this authorization is broader and more specific than that
provided for any other type of contract in which we are involved.

T.C.A 89-4-5108(c) states: “[t]he gppropriation bill shal not contain any provisons of genera
legidation.” The Attorney Generd of Tennessee opined that “[t]he duties and respongbilities of the
various state agencies are st forth in generd statutes, and not in the appropriations act.” Op. Tenn.
Atty. Gen. No. 00-083 (May 4, 2000). The Attorney generd has further opined that “provisons of the
appropriations bill that attempt to alter generd law are invaid because they introduce a second subject
into the Act in violaion of the second subject rule found in Article 11, Section 17 of the Tennessee
Condtitution.” Op. Tenn. Gen. No. 00-130 (August 15, 2000).

Notwithstanding this longstanding disagreement between the Comptroller and the AOC, the
AQOC continues to prefer to receive approva for dl court reporter contracts. We have therefore
continued our discussions with the Comptroller’s Office of Management Services. On July 30, 2001,
the Comptroller of the Treasury affixed his sgnature to a Delegated Purchase Authority, which
authorizes the AOC to enter into agreements with per-diem court reporters during the fiscal year 2001-
02. Under this authority the AOC will st the rates of daily service for reporters up to a maximum daily
rate gpproved by the Comptroller. We are pleased to have reached this mutually agreeable solution,
and bdieve thisdso will resolve our audit-related issuesin the future.

Auditor’s Comment

The gppropriations bill does not prohibit the adminigtrative director from contracting for these
sarvices, however, it does make the state's find authorization contingent upon the gpprova of the
Comptroller of the Treasury. The Attorney General has opined that the legidature can make items of
appropriation dependent upon events taking effect in the future, with the appropriation being without
efficacy until the happening of the event. Op. Tenn. Atty. Gen. No. 81-55. The Comptroller as a
matter of course keeps watch over the manner in which gppropriations are expended; therefore, it is
only naturd for him to be in a position of approva over these types of contracts.

DISBURSEMENTS
Our objectivesin reviewing disbursements included determining whether

- theinternal control system used to process disbursements is adequate and in place;
disbursements are properly authorized and recorded;

payments are made in atimely manner;

reimbursement of expenses incurred by employees is reasonable, adequately supported, and
in accordance with state and AOC purchasing rules and regulations; and

17



- year-end cutoff procedures are sufficient to facilitate proper financia reporting.

We reviewed the AOC's procedures, interviewed key personne, and reviewed supporting
documentation to gain an understanding of the interna control system for disbursements. We reviewed a
sample of disbursements to determine if the disbursement was properly authorized and recorded,
adequately supported, and in accordance with applicable state and AOC rules and regulations.  Also,
we analyzed payments to employees for unusud items. We interviewed key personnel in order to gain
an underganding of the office's procedures and controls related to year-end cutoff for financia
reporting purposes. Our work conssted of reviewing July 2000 disbursements to determine if the
invoices had been paid in the correct fiscd year.

Based on our interviews, review of supporting documentation, and testwork, we determined
that the interna control system for disbursements, as well as other areas in the AOC, is inadequate. In
addition, disbursements are not dways coded correctly, as noted in the finding. We noted that
payments are made in atimely manner and reimbursement of expensesincurred by employees, including
travel, is reasonable, adequately supported, and in accordance with gpplicable policies. Based on our
interviews, review of supporting documentation, and testwork, we determined that the AOC has
aufficient controls and procedures to ensure an accurate cutoff at fiscal year-end. In addition to the
finding, one minor weakness was reported to management in a separate |etter.

4. Management of the Administrative Office of the Courts has not implemented an effective
internal control system

Finding

The internd control system for the Adminigtrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is inadequate in
three key areas. The AOC does not have aformal, written conflict of interest policy; written accounting
policies and procedures, or a disaster recovery plan. Internd control is defined as the plan of
organization and al the coordinate methods and measures adopted within an organization to safeguard
its assets, to check the accuracy and rdiability of the accounting data, to promote operationa efficiency,
and to encourage adherence to prescribed manageria policies. Management is responsible for ensuring
that the AOC has sufficient internal control over its operations.

The AOC does not have formal, written accounting policies and procedures covering
disbursements, purchasing, payroll, or specific job descriptions. Documenting policies and procedures
helps to ensure that personne follow established interna control practices. Without written accounting
policies and procedures, management has no guiddines for monitoring interna controls, ensuring
accounting transactions are recorded consgstently, and ensuring assets are sufficiently safeguarded.

Also, the AOC does not have an gpproved disaster recovery plan or business resumption plan.
Because the AOC is increasingly reliant on eectronic data processing to carry out key operations, the
lack of aformd disaster recovery plan could put the AOC' s operations at serious risk in the event of an
emergency. The AOC dso does not have a busness resumption plan to provide continuity of
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adminigrative, clerica, and operationd functions in case its office and related work aress are damaged
or destroyed. The potentia for interrupted service and lost data increases significantly without an
adequate contingency plan. In the event of an emergency or disaster, the AOC would not be equipped
to carry out day-to-day operations. No plans have been made for an dternate facility for computer-
related activities.

In addition, aformd, written policy on and procedures for dedling with conflicts of interest have
not been developed or implemented. A forma conflict of interest policy is vitd to ensure that the
public’'s interest is protected and to identify any potentia conflicts of interest before they occur. A
forma policy should require periodic, written disclosures of potentid conflicts of interest for al
employees for whom potential conflicts of interest could influence or give the appearance of influencing
their decisions.

As a result of the weak interna controls, transactions were not aways coded properly. A
review of 128 transactions coded to object code 083 revealed that 34 (27%) were not coded properly.
Of the 34 transactions, 30 (23%) were actudly for travel, 3 (9%) were for transcript payments to state
court reporters, and one (1%) was for postage. According to the State of Tennessee Accounting and
Reporting System (STARS) Object Code Listing, object code 083 payments should be for Consulting
ServicesProfessona services rendered by non-state employees.

An effective internd control system is essentid to account for and manage government
resources and to ensure that accounting records are accurate. Management has the responsibility to
indtitute interna control procedures that will ensure dl transactions are properly authorized, supported,
and properly recorded. Management's respongbility for establishing effective interna controls aso
includes effective supervisory review procedures to provide reasonable assurance that errors and
irregularities will be detected by management in atimely manner.

Recommendation

The AOC should implement an effective internd control sysem. The AOC should develop
written policies and procedures to provide personnd in the divisons proper guidance in administering
their responghilities for purchasing, disbursements, and payroll activities. The AOC should develop and
test a disaster recovery and business resumption plan for al areas of its operations. A forma, written
conflict of interest policy should aso be adopted and communicated to al employees.

M anagement’s Comment

We concur in pat. The AOC will develop written accounting policies and procedures by
September 30, 2001.
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Written policies and procedures will be developed and organized in an accounting manud for al
gaff within the Finance Divison. Interna control test work will be implemented in order to prevent
fraud, waste and abuse. The payment process will be tested quarterly. A sampling of invoices paid will
be reviewed to ensure that they comply with our accounting guiddines. Areas of weaknesses will be
identified and corrective action will be taken to ensure compliance with our accounting guiddines.

A formd, written policy for judges deding with conflicts of interest is found in Supreme Court
Rule 10, Canon 4, Code of Judicid Conduct. Under the authority of that Rule and T.C.A. 88-50-501,
al judges and the AOC director file annua written disclosure statements.

There are very few AOC employees for whom potentia conflicts of interest “could influence or
give the gppearance of influencing their decisons.” However, a conflict of interest siatement and related
policy have been developed and await find approvd. These forms will be sgned by dl appropriate
court system staff by November 1, 2001.

The requirement to have an approved disaster recovery or business resumption plan applies only
to executive branch agencies. See T.C.A. 858-2-108. Therefore, we cannot concur that a finding on
this point is appropriate.

Auditor’'s Comment

Although the law sited by AOC management only gpplies to executive branch agencies, that fact
does not negate the importance of having a disaster recovery plan and a business resumption plan. As
dated in the finding, the potentid for interrupted service and lost data increases sgnificantly without an
adequate contingency plan.

ISSUE FOR LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATION

County Funding of Certain State Judges Offices and the Provision of Salary Supplements to
Certain Employees

Currently, county governments provide varying levels of support to Sete judges, some counties
make no provison for the operation of the judges offices while others provide office space, office
supplies, utilities, and reimbursement of certain travel expenses. In addition, some county governments
provide salary supplements to individuas employed in certain judges offices. These sdlary supplements
are paid through the county’s payroll system, and these employees receive varying levels of county
benefits, some employees have been dlowed to participate in county insurance and retirement plans,
while others have not.
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The presence of both state and county funding sources increases the risk that the same expense
item could be submitted for rembursement to more than one funding source, whether intentionaly or as
aresult of errors. The officids responsible for approving payments at the state and county levels do not
have a mechanism to determine what expenses have dso been paid by another funding source. The
Generd Assambly should condder requiring any county funding of the state judges offices, except for
office gpace provided in county-owned facilities, to be remitted to the state and then paid through the
date system.

A gmilar sStuation involving a didrict attorney generd’s office and county-funded credit cards
previoudy resulted in abuse of public funds.

OBSERVATIONSAND COMMENTS

TITLE VI OFTHE CIVIL RIGHTSACT OF 1964

Section 4-21-901, Tennessee Code Annotated, requires each dtae governmenta entity
subject to the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to submit an annud Title VI
compliance report and implementation plan to the Department of Audit by June 30, 1994, and each
June 30 theregfter. The Court System filed its compliance reports and implementation plans on June 30,
2000, and June 30, 1999.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is a federd law. The act requires dl state agencies
recelving federa money to develop and implement plans to ensure that no person shdl, on the grounds
of race, color, or origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federa funds.

On October 15, 1998, the commissoner of Finance and Administration notified al cabinet
officers and agency heads that the Human Rights Commission is the coordinating Sate agency for the
monitoring and enforcement of Title V1.

A summary of the dates Sate agencies filed their annua Title VI compliance reports and

implementation plansis presented in the specid report Submission of Title VI Implementation Plans,
issued annualy by the Comptroller of the Tressury.

21



TITLE I X OF THE EDUCATION AMENDMENTSOF 1972

Section 4-4-123, Tennessee Code Annotated, requires each state governmenta entity subject
to the requirements of Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 to submit an annud Title 1X
compliance report and implementation plan to the Department of Audit by June 30, 1999, and each
June 30 theregfter.  The Court System did not file its compliance reports and implementation plans by
June 30, 2000, and June 30, 1999, in violation of this statutory requirement.

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 is a federd law. The act requires dl date
agencies recelving federa money to develop and implement plans to ensure that no one receiving
benefits under afederdly funded education program and activity is discriminated againgt on the basis of
gender.

APPENDI X

DIVISIONSAND ALLOTMENT CODES

Court Sysem’ s divisions and alotment codes:

302.01 Appdlate and Trid Courts
302.05 Supreme Court Buildings
302.08 Child Support Referees

302.09 Guardian ad Litem

302.10 Indigent Defendants Counsd!
302.11 Civil Legd Representation
302.12 Verbatim Transcripts

302.15 Tennessee State Law Libraries
302.18 Judicid Council and Conference
302.20 Judicid Committess

302.22 State Court Clerk Conference
302.27 Adminigrative Office of the Courts
302.30 Appdllate Court Clerks

302.35 State Board of Law Examiners
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Court System Expenditures by Allotment and Division
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2000 (Unaudited)

(51.7%) Appellate and

Trial Courts
(1.0%) Guardian Ad
Litem

(.6%) State Board of (3.0%) Supreme Court
-070 Buildings

Law Examiners

0,

(2.0%) Agg::?e Court (1.3%) Child Support
\ Referees

(12.9%) Administrative (17.8%) Indigent
Office of the Courts ~ ———— \ Defendants' Counsel
(.2%) State Court /
Clerks' Conference (2.7%) Civil Legal
(4.2%) Verbatim Representation

(1.3%) Judicial Transcripts

Commitiees (:3%) Judicial
Conferences (1.0%) Tennessee
Source: Administrative Office of the Courts State Law Libraries

Court System Funding Sources
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2000 (Unaudited)

(2.5%) Reserves

(1.4%) Current
Services

(92.9%) Appropriations
\ (2.9%)
Interdepartmental

(-3%) Federal

| Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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Court System Expenditures by Allotment and Division
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1999 (Unaudited)

(-7%) State Bpard of (54.4%) Appellate and
Law Examiners Trial Courts
(.8%) Guardian Ad (3.0%) Supreme Court
Litem Buildings

(2.5%) Appellate Court

Clerks (1.3%) Child Support
ﬂ\ Referees

(11.3%) Administrative

Office of the Courts  ——_\

(16.5%) Indigent

Defendants' Counsel
(.2%) State Court \(2.3%) Civil Legal

Clerks' Conference Representation
(.8%) Judicial (4.8%) Verbatim
Committees Transcripts
(-3%) Judicial
Conferences (1.1%) Tennessee State

Law Libraries
Source: Administrative Office of the Courts

Court System Funding Sources
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1999 (Unaudited)

(-1%) Reserves

(1.4%) Current Services

(3.3%)
\ Interdepartmental

(94.9%) Appropriations (.3%) Federal

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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Total Indigent Defense Claims Filed by Fiscal Year (Unaudited)

25,000

21,460

20,000 - 19,015
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Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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